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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


FINDINGS The findings of this study illustrates that there 
are differences between the existing design guide- 
lines used in the preparation of neighbourhood plans 
and the manner in which neighbourhoods are developing. 
It appears that the existing design guidelines 
are, 1n most cases, too high. 


CONCLUSIONS The implication from the findings is that when 
neighbourhood plans are prepared, the design 
population for these neighbourhoods appear to 
De “too “Optimistic, cirven: 


® the declining trend in persons per unit (p.p.u.) ; 
and, 


e the density of units, (units per hectare), have 
relatively remained unchanged. 


Since the design population of a neighbourhood 
provides the basis for the provision of services, 
(l.e. engineering and community services), then 
the more realistic the design population, the 
more accurate will be the estimated needs of such 
services. 


RECOMMENDATION It is recommended that the existing neighbourhood 
: plan average design guidelines be revised as follows: 


® that the persons per unit (p.p.u.) for: 


- low density housing, (Singles; semis; and 
attached units), be changed from 3.8 to 
SPew 


- low density apartment be changed from 3.0 
to 2.5; and, 


- medium density apartment be changed from 
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that the units per hectare (u.p.ha.) for: 


low density housing (singles and semis) 
remain unchanged at 18.0; 


low density housing (attached) remain 
unchanged at 30.0; 


low density apartment remain unchanged 
atr.6050's. and, 


medium density apartments remain unchanged 
at 100.0. 


that the persons per hectare (D.p.ha.) for: 


low density housing, (singles and semis), be 
Changed Irom 66.0 co 0.2.04 


attached Nousing be changed trom 112.7 to 
LOS <0; 


low density apartments be changed from 177.9 
{Or L520 .0s, and, 


medium density apartments be changed from 
S27 we EO LO Oe 


SECTION 1 - PURPOSE, PROBLEM AND STUDY AREA 


PURPOSE The Purpose of this study is to review the 
existing neighbourhood plan population design 
guidelines which are used to determine the 
distribution and allocation of land uses in the 
preparation of neighbourhood plans. The deter- 
mination of land uses in a neighbourhood plan 
enables the establishment of a design population 
in a neighbourhood. 


Accordingly, the design guidelines to be reviewed 
are: 


® persons. per wings, (Cep.u.) + 


@ unit density for each residential land use, 
units per hectare (u.p.ha.); and, 


@ population density for each residential land 
use, population per hectare (p.p.ha.). 


Hence, this study will: 


@ compare actual and observed guidelines with the 
existing neighbourhood design guidelines; 


@e evaluate the validity of the existing neighbourhood 
plan guidelines; and, 


@® recommend an appropriate course of action. 


This study is divided into three major parts, 
tncluding: 


@® a review of the existing persons per unit 
characteristics in the area and its comparison 
to the guidelines used in the preparation of 
neighbourhood plans; 


® a review of the unit density, persons per unit (p.p.u.) 
characteristics committed in subdivision and 
registered plans, with the guidelines presently 
used in the neighbourhood planning process; and, 


@® a review of the population density, persons per 
hectare (p.p.ha.) characteristics committed in 
subdivision and registered plans with the guidelines 
presently used in the neighbourhood planning 
process. 
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PROBLEM 


THE STUDY AREA 


The neighbourhood planning process utilizes 
various guidelines to establish a design popu- 
lation as well as the type and location of 
residential land uses for neighbourhoods in the 
study area. The design population for a neigh- 
bourhood, in particular, provides the basis for 
the provisions of: 


@® size and number of schools; 
@e parks and other community services; 


e public rights-of-way allowances (roads, sidewalks, 
walkways); and, 


@ engineering services. 


Consequently, the more accurate these figures are, 
the more realistic will be the allocation of these 
services. 


However, in light of: 


e changing demographic, social and economic trends 
and housing market demands; and, 


@ growing concern with energy and its implications 
on the pattern of land uses, 


the appropriateness of existing guidelines are 
questionable. 


The study area consists of the entire mountain 

and, “A. portion “of “the City east of the hed Hill 
Creek, (see map 1). This area is divided into 
neighbourhoods. The statistical information com- 
piled in this: study is carried cut on a neighbournodd 
basis. Accordingly, the study area is characterized. 
by neighbourhoods which fall into three categories: 1) 


e fully developed; 
@® partially developed; or, 


e developing neighbourhoods, (see map l). 


(1) e Fully developed neighbourhoods are fully matured with no vacant 


lands. 


e Partially developed neighbourhoods are partly vacant. 


@ Developing neighbourhoods are mostly vacant. 
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Of the 66 neighbourhoods in the study area: 
@ 33 are fully developed; 

e 18 are partially developed; and, 

e 15 are developing. 


SECTION 2 - PERSONS PER UNIT 


CHARACTERISTICS Recently, many municipalities in the Province 

OF PERSONS PER have experienced a noticeable decline in their 

UNITS persons per dwelling units (p.p.u.). This, in 
Part, 18 attributed tc: 


@ a lower growth rate in population; 
@e the aging of the post-war baby boom; 
@e a decline in family size; 


@ a decrease in marriage rates and an increase 
in divorce rates; and, 


e the delay in family formation. 


mnie trend for the Caty of Mamilton, and: in parti- 
cular the study area, appears to be similar to this 
pattern, (see appendix 1). 


During the six-year period from 1974 to 1980, the 
study area experienced an average decline in p.p.u. 
in all types of dwelling units, (see figure l). 

The largest drop was in the low density apartment 


type units representing a drop of 1.0 p.p.u., down 
ELON 26O Daj sis i Loge oO: nO pe ietiee Lip Shon, 
(see table 1). When the p.p.u. in each neighbourhood 


for 1974 and 1980 is reviewed, a decline in most 
neighbourhoods is clearly evident, including fully 
developed, partially developed, and developing 
neighbourhoods, (see figure 2). 
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TABLE 1 AVERAGE PERSONS PER UNIT PER TYPE 


DWELLING TYPE 1980 Change from 1974-1980 


—— 


Low Density 
Apartment 
Medium Density 
Apartment 


Source: Land Use Characteristics 1981 - Hamilton-Wentworth Planning 
and Development Department. 


When the 1980 actual p.p.u. is compared with the 
p.p.u. design guidelines presently being used in 
the preparation of neighbourhood plans, a number 
of differences are observed, (see table 2). 
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AVERAGE PERSONS PER UNIT 


INSUFFICIENT DATA FOR S.D., ROW AND MEDIUM DENSITY APT. 
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AVERAGE PERSONS PER 
UNIT IN EACH STAGE OF 
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TABLE 2 EXISTING GUIDELINES AND ACTUAL 1980 
PERSONS PER UNIT (P.P.U.) 


teem OF UNIT EXISTING DESIGN ACTUAL 1980 DIFFERENCE BE- 
GUIDELINES AVERAGES TWEEN DESIGN 
AND ACTUAL 


a 


Attached Housing 


Low Density 
Apartment 


Medium Density 
Apartment 


Source: Land Use Characteristics 1981 - Hamilton-Wentworth Planning 
and Development Department 


When these differences are related to the overall 
design population in a neighbourhood, a number oF 
important facts are revealed. Accordingly, to 
relate these differences in the p.p.u. to the total 
population of a neighbourhood, it was necessary to 
review the total number of units allocated in an 
approved plan. 


It was found that the number of units allocated in 
neighbourhood plans falls Wltnin & Certain Lange. 
The median range for low density housing, low 
density apartment and medium density apartment 1s 
illustrated in Appendix 2. 


Ee 0—_€_€_€_000— 


(2) Single Family Units, Semi-Detached Units, and Attached Housing 
Units make up the Low Density Hou many CaLegqury. 
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The differences between the existing eats tin 
design guidelines and the 1980 actual average 
P.p-u. in the study area for the low density 
housing category, low density apartment, and 
medium density apartments are Veo DeSy. ang 
0.3 p.p.u., respectively, (See Table 2). 


When the median range of units for each category 
1s related to these differences, an estimated 
overallocation from: 


e@ 540 to 990 persons in low density housing; (3) 


® 50 to 125 persons in low density apartments; (4) 
and, 


e 75 to 150 persons in the medium density 
apartments (9) 


is observed. 


In total, these differences represent a possible 
overallocation in design population of 665 to 1,265 
persons in a neighbourhood. 


Expressed in another way, this overallocation 
Bepresents a2 contingency of 14.38% to 228.1% £6 the 
total design population in an approved neighbourhood 
plan (see appendix 3) 6). While a contingency in 
the design population for a neighbourhood may be 
required, a contingency level this high should 

not be considered to be reasonable. 


In conclusion, since population is the single most 
important factor which determines the level of 
community and engineering services, a revision to the 
existing p.p.u. guidelines used in the preparation of 
neighbourhood plans to better reflect the 1980 
reduced values is required. 


The number of low density housing in most neighbourhoods (singles, 
semis and attached) ranges from 600 to 1,100 units, (See appendix 
Ome translates to 540 persons (600 K 0.9 p«p.u.) and 990 (1,100 


a Pies tle) 


The number of low density apartmentsin most neighbourhoods ranges 
from 100 to 250 units (See appendix 2). This translates to 50 


persons (100 


The number of medium density apartments in most neighbourhoods ranges 


c OL Catal.) enc loo Ae. 2 Wye pepetal = 


from 250 to 500 units (see appendix 2). This translates to 75 
Poo G23 cee-u.) and 150 (500 * 0.3 vin. i.) . 


The majority 
plans have a 


of neighbourhoods in the study area with approved 
design population of approximately 4,500 persons. 


2 


Es 


aes a 
Accordingly, it is recommended that the 
persons per unit (p.p.u.) for: 


@e low density housing (singles, semis, and 
attached units) be changed from 3.8 to 3.5; 


@e low density apartments be changed from 3.0 
tolv. oF) and, 


® medium density apartments be changed from 
Pea tore ois 
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CHARACTERISTICS 
OF UNITS 


PER HECTARE 


SECTION 3 - UNITS PER HECTARE 


nee) an effort to evaluate the existing unit density 
(units per hectare) guidelines, a review was carried 
out to determine the land use allocation in sub- 
division and registered plans in a number of 
neighbourhoods, (see appendix 4). 


To carry out this task, five neighbourhoods were 
chosen which are currently in the developing stages. 
These neighbourhoods which vary in size and location 
are: 


@ Gurnett - West Mountain; 

e Templemead - East Mountain; 

@ Bruleville - Centre Mountain North of the Proposed 
E.W. Freeway; 

@ Barnstown - South Mountain; and, 

e Rushdale - Centre Mountain South of the Proposed 
E.W. Freeway (See map 2). 


These neighbourhoods were selected on the basis 
that they: 


@® are representative of other neighbourhoods in 
the area, in terms of housing composition; 


@e have an approved Neighbourhood Plan; 
@ are developing; and, 


@e have approved subdivision and registered plans 
for most or the entire neighbourhood. 


Table 3 outlines the units per hectare for each 
housing category by neighbourhood. It is evident 
that the average unit densities which are achieved 
in subdivision and registered plans in the sample 
neighbourhoods are practically the same as the 
neighbourhood design guidelines. This indicates 
that the existing unit density design guidelines, 
used in the preparation of neighbourhood plans, 
continue to be relevant. 
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TABLE 3 EXISTING AND OBSERVED UNITS PER 
HECTARE DESIGN GUIDELINES 


LOW DENSITY |MEDIUM DENSITY 
NEIGHBOUR- LOW DENSITY APARTMENT APARTMENT 


Sal! ee ee een | Roe ae ee eae | 


& Semis Apartment Apartment 
{ao 
ES 


i a a eee 
eZ 30,2 5S = 6 101.4 


Observed 
Average 


Existing 
Design 
Guidelines 


Source: Hamilton-Wentworth Planning and Development Department 


In conclusion, no changes are warranted 
to the existing unit density guidelines 
used when preparing neighbourhood plans. 


Accordingly, it is recommended that the 
units per hectare (u.p.ha.) for: 


e low density housing (singles and semis) 
remain unchanged at 18.0; 


e low density housing (attached) remain 
unchanged at 30.0; 


e low density apartment remain unchanged 
at 60,07 end, 


e medium density apartments remain unchanged 
at LOO. U: 


CHARACTERISTICS 
OF PERSONS 


PER HECTARE 
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SECTION 4 - PERSONS PER HECTARE 


In reviewing the population density characteristics 
of the study area, a comparison was carried out 
between the achieved density in subdivisions and 
registered plans and the existing design guide- 
lines used in the preparation of neighbourhood 
plans. This comparison is similar to the unit 
density review in Section 3 and utilizes the same 
five sample neighbourhoods. 


In essence, the comparison reveals that there is 

a difference between the existing persons per 
hectare design guidelines and the observed guide- 
lines in subdivision and registered plans. In 
fact, the average population density from the five 
sample neighbourhoods for all housing categories 

is approximately 65 persons per hectare lower than 
the existing guidelines. In addition, it is also 
evident that the population density for all housing 
categories in each sample neighbourhood is lower 
than the existing design guidelines. The only 
exception to this trend is in the attached housing 
category in Templemead and Bruleville and the medium 
density apartment category in Bruleville, where 
higher population densities are recorded, 

(See Table 4). 


eS heer 


TABLE 4 EXISTING AND OBSERVED PERSONS PER HECTARE 
ene (P.P.ha) DESIGN GUIDELINES 


LOW DENSITY LOW DENSITY MEDIUM DENSITY 
NEIGHBOUR- HOUSING APARTMENT APARTMENT 
HOOD CATEGORY CATEGORY CATEGORY 


| tittle ea | BRETT 
& Semis | Attached | Apartment Apartment 
= 


Existing 
Design 
Guidelines hn ee ae ie Pe 2S hee 


Source: Hamilton-Wentworth Planning and Development Department 


Thais phenomenon is, in. part, attributed. to. the 
fact that the population in a given hectare is 

a function of the total number of units multiplied 
by the number of persons per unit: 


POPULATION DENSITY UNL) DENSITY PERSONS/UNIT 
(Persons per = (Units per ve (Persons per 
Hectare) Hectare) Unit) 


Since Section 2 and 3 have indicated that: 


e the actual persons per unit has declined in 
recent years; and, 


e the unit density (units per hectare) has remained 
unchanged, 


- 17 - 


then 1t would be logical to expect that the 
persons per hectare would experience a decline. 
This is verified in Table 6 where a decline in the 
average persons per hectare is recorded for the 
five sample neighbourhoods surveyed. 


Further, when only the developed and committed 
portions of these five neighbourhoods are 


examined, again a lower population density 
is observed in these neighbourhoods, (See Table 5). 


TABLE 5 CHARACTERISTICS OF EXISTING AND COMMITTED 
DEVELOPMENT IN SAMPLE NEIGHBOURHOODS 


NEIGHBOUR- LOW DENSITY HOUSING CATEGORY MEDIUM DENSITY 


a_i SINGLE & SEMIS ATTACHED APARTMENT 


(aa) /ha /na tha /ha 
ae 
Premed [aon [wafee [al ape p | — | 
Pesieie [serene [see osha [ao [a [a 


| Barnstown | 2 | 2,226 | ) 33.1 IL WES: 5S Ad eel eo 0.0 


Existing 
Design aar% 
Guidelines 


Source: 1981 - Land Use Characteristics - Hamilton-Wentworth Planning 
and Development Department 
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Note: Low Density Apartment Category is not included in Table 5 
sance- data is not: available. 
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The differences between the current design guideline 
persons per hectare and the average observed for low 
density housing, low density apartment, and medium 
density apartment are 8.1, 20,6, and 25.8 p.o.ha 
respectively, (See Table 6). When these differences 
are related to the median range of the areas allocated 
in approved neighbourhood plans for each category, an 
estimated population overallocation from: 


e 405 to 810 persons in low density housing!/); 


@ 61 to 183 persons in low density apartment (8) ; and, 


e 103 to 206 persons in medium density apartment (9) 


is observed. 


In total, these differences translate to a possible 
population overallocation from 569 to 1,199 persons 

in a neighbourhood. Expressed in another way, this 
‘overallocation represents a contingency of 12.6% to 
26.7% to the total design population in a neighbourhood 
plan. 0 White @ contingency in the total design 
population for a neighbourhood may be required, a 
contingency level this high should not be considered 

to be reasonable. 


The amount of area (hectares) allocated for low density housing in 
most neighbourhoods (Single, semis, and attached) ranges from 50 to 
100 hectares (See Appendix 5). This translates to 405 (50 X 8.l 
Pea mend pb 400 x 8.2 pap .as). 


The amount of area (hectares) allocated for low density apartment 
in most neighbourhoods ranges from 2.0 to 6.0 hectares (See 
Pepe ss 5), This translates to 61. (2.0 X.30.6 p.p.ha.) and 183 
(ie. 830.6 Dip. fas) 


The amount of area (hectares) allocated for medium density avartment 
in most neighbourhoods ranges from 4.0 to 8.0 hectares (See 
Rerendcis 5). This translates to 103 (4.0 X 25.8 p.p.ha.) and 

ie te. k 25.8 ped. ha.) + 


The majority of neighbourhoods in the study area with approved 
plans have a design population of approximately 4,500 persons. 
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TABLE 6 DIFFERENCE BETWEEN DESIGN AND OBSERVED PERSON 
PER HECTARE GUIDELINES (P.P.ha) 


ig Sg EXISTING DESIGN OBSERVED DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 
ae GUIDELINES AVE RAGE DESIGN AND OBSERVED 
UNIT 


Singles & Semis 


Low Density 
Apartment Ld ae a7 as 30.6 
Medium Density 
Apartment 23 hae pa ee 
fsa 


Source: Hamilton-Wentworth Planning and Development Department - Approved 
Neighbourhood Plans 


In conclusion, based on these findings, a 
number of revisions to the existing persons 
per hectare (p.p-ha.) are necessary. 


Accordingly, it is recommended that the 
persons per hectare (p.p.ha.) for: 


e low density housing (singles and semis) be 
changed from 68.1 to 63.0; 


e attached housing be changed from 112.7 to 
LOS, 0:3 


e low density apartment be changed from LI Tes 
Poe (oU.0s. Bric 


e medium density apartment be changed from 
23.8 CO Zeus 
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